The flattening of the world as a result of globalization brought a tidal wave of economic prosperity, the dawn of the information age, and unprecedented levels of interdependence. The United States reaped massive benefits resulting from globalization, solidifying its position as an unmatched military and economic power.
U.S. hegemony has also turned out to be a great burden. The United States is as much a target as a political and economic paragon. The realist application of power to achieve national objectives has not proven effective. Likewise, liberal and idealist goals of spreading democracy, based only on its innate appeal, to achieve objectives seems like a misguided pursuit of Shangri-la since self-determination and nationalist urges often do not identify with western liberalism. Napoleonic application of the military instrument to impose ones will on another is no longer viable. Economic concerns and the control over information are increasingly important elements of statecraft which must be mastered to realize national goals. It appears grand strategy and strategy are collapsing. Given the inadequacies of any singular approach, how should the United States wield the instruments of national power, i.e., diplomatic, information, military, and economic, to achieve national objectives?
U.S. HEGEMONY IN A GLOBALIZED WORLD
Since the end of the Cold War, the world has taken on a new shape and complexion-the spherical, loosely-bound conglomeration of states is increasingly transforming to a flatter, more interdependent and self-aware set of polities. This flattening has been coined "Globalization", and is often perceive as the "Americanization" of the world, contributing to an increase in Anti-Americanism.
Globalization is neither a monolithic force inexorably penetrating and transforming states and societies across the world, nor is it a new phenomenon. To varying degrees, the world has been flattening for centuries as levels of travel and trade increased and ideas spread. Moreover, there are different aspects of globalization-political, economic, and cultural-the impact of which is uneven across states and civilizations. Some states will adapt to globalization, e.g., Japan, Eastern Europe, Taiwan, while other states will resist, e.g., Iran, North Korea, Sudan, Zimbabwe.
The challenges which contemporary globalization presents are numerous. Along with a tidal wave of economic opportunities came the information age and unprecedented levels of interdependence. Information is now a fungible commodity.
Peoples, previously disconnected from external societies, can listen to or watch events happening half way around the globe in real time. Tensions between polities are often as acute as ever; the stability of the international system is precarious as states accept or resist the "New World Order" characterized by U.S. hegemony and accelerating globalization. First, the basis of the subsequent analysis is the following historical survey of the international system from World War II to the contemporary era of globalization. Second, events since 1945 cannot fully explain the current state of world affairs, but World War II is an appropriate entry point as it marks the beginning of Pax Americana. Third, the impact of globalization on state power and its compatibility with traditional power structures and pre-modern economic systems explains the rejection of modernity, the rise of anti-Americanism, and the probability of a volatile, often violent future. Fourth, the three competing theories of International Relations, i.e., Realism, Liberalism, and Constructivism, are examined to determine if they can serve as a prescription for how actors should posture themselves to gain influence over the evolution of the international system. Fifth and finally, the paper evaluates how the United States should develop and execute national strategies which maximize U.S.
influence over the trajectory of the international system and key regions despite a likely decline in its relative power.
The End of Imperialism, Cold War Spheres of Influence, and Festering Nationalism
The end of World War II brought forth a new strategic milieu and concomitant shift in the global balance of power. After two World Wars, Europe was economically and militarily devastated. The colonial empires of France and Great Britain were crumbling from imperial overstretch. Japan and Germany's ambitions for regional dominance had been destroyed in the war. The post-war settlements and institutions were designed to rebuild the economies of the defeated powers, but prevent any possibility of military rearmament for other than defensive purposes. The United States emerged as the dominant power, determined to develop and nurture an international system conducive to liberalism and the dismantlement of imperial preference. The United States became the economic engine of the global economy. In 1950, the U.S.
Gross National Product (GNP) was greater than that of all remaining European powers combined-U.S. GNP was 381 billion; the total GNP of the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, France, West Germany, Japan, and Italy was 356 billion. As the hegemon of a diversified and an increasingly interdependent environment, the United States is encountering the same "guns or butter" dilemma that plagued previous great powers in maintaining stability and its power.
Globalization Unleashed and Its Confrontation with Modernity
The collapse of the Soviet Union in 1989 fundamentally changed the nature of the international system. The bipolar system in existence since the end of World War II was replaced by a unipolar system in which the United States dominated as the global hegemon. In addition to the reality of a "unipolar moment", the world appeared to be fundamentally changing in profound ways as the forces of globalization accelerated.
What is globalization and why is it important? Globalization has traditionally been defined as an economic occurrence involving the denationalization of production;
growth in the levels of international trade; and a global financial system permitting unrestricted capital flows. 6 Kirchner broadens the definition by describing globalization as "shorthand for an array of phenomena that derive from unorganized and stateless forces but that generate pressures that are felt by states." 7 Kirchner's comprehensive definition is more appropriate for this analysis as it takes into account political, ideational, economic, and environmental factors that may affect state power, as well as bilateral interdependencies and systemic factors which impact state behavior and choices. It is important to recognize that globalization is not an inexorable force that will eventually engulf all cultures and polities; rather, it is a process that can be slowed or reversed. Well before the onset of the current economic crisis, Hoffman asserted that if the United States experienced a severe, protracted economic crisis, it would have a devastating impact on globalization. 12 For the leastdeveloped tribal societies, the dissonance exacerbated by globalization between modernization and tradition is particularly acute as they must negotiate three major economic developments-the agricultural, industrial, and post-industrial revolutions. 13 In a more comprehensive study, Kirchner analyzes how globalization can alter, positively or negatively, the security of a state by "reshaping state capacity, recasting relative power, and revising the calculations associated with international conflict." 14 As globalization spreads, states have less control over internal economic and information systems, which is simultaneously producing substantial societal benefits and inducing greater vulnerabilities to state security. Autocratic states will find it increasingly difficult to control the flow and content of information to their peoples. While market integration and the dismantling of trade barriers foster economic growth and development, a state's capacity to prevent the trafficking of illicit goods and the proliferation of sophisticated military technologies is reduced. Kirchner's examination reveals a mixed outlook for security of states and conflict-wars between great powers is less likely, whereas conflict within weak states will be more likely as insurgencies or violent groups exploit the inability of these states to govern effectively.
Given the findings of these studies, the prognostications of a more peaceful world are unlikely in the future. Globalization, with its basis in liberal thought, will continue to be perceived as an assault on the governments of autocratic and underdeveloped states in one of two ways: as an internal threat to the legitimacy and values, norms, beliefs, and solutions for governance.
As mentioned above, the ongoing debate between realism, liberalism, and constructivism regarding the primary factor(s) which cause change in the international system is constructive as it forces evaluation of the nature of the international system and motivations behind state behavior. However, none of these theories merit adoption as singular prescriptions for how the United States should position itself to address the myriad of challenges it faces in the 21 st century, e.g., terrorism, economic inequality, weapons and drug trafficking, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, the vulnerabilities from which are all amplified by globalization. The development and implementation of solutions to overcome these global problems are increasingly complex. Use of power in the name of "interest" when interest is not easily identifiable is not viable, whether the power is executed for defensive or expansive purposes. The question of intervention and democratization as an instrument of policy is more controversial and deserves an in depth examination given the current debate over the preemptive war in Iraq and the difficulties achieving stability in Afghanistan.
Democratization as a prescriptive strategy is more problematic for short and mid-term goals. Democratization as means to an end can almost never be achieved in a short period of time. Significant time is required for individual enlightenment to stimulate discourse and take hold. Indigenous institutions and norms cannot be created overnight; they must be sufficiently mature to defeat competitors vying for power. Kant recognized that individual reason and political institutions develop slowly, and that progress "will evolve in a series of gradual and sometimes meandering stages, slowly moving toward a distant world of peace and justice." 27 In other words, the actualization of peace and justice is the goal, and progress towards this goal is an evolutionary process that cannot be rushed or forced. Deepening global interdependencies magnify the effects of disruptions, and shocks or perturbations in one area may lead to greater global, regional, or intra-state instabilitya concern mostly recently underscored by the present economic crisis. U.S. power, while still immense, is not unlimited. Its hegemony will continually be challenged, and the degree to which its rule-making and rule-enforcing powers erode will likely cause a change in the policies of other states, whose increasing autonomy is brought about by the concomitant decline in U.S. influence. 29 The increasing autonomy of states and been perceived as the "dangerous nation" and is, in fact, a revolutionary power. 33 AntiAmericanism is once again on the rise as many claim that globalization is simply a contemporary form of imperialism, threatening authoritarian regimes and internal power arrangements on every continent. Globalization highlights, positively and negatively, variable rates of growth and cultural tolerance. The great power politics of the bipolar era that were tolerated before, albeit reluctantly in many cases, will not be sufficient to overcome the challenges and potential conflicts globalization presents under U.S.
hegemony. The immutable fact is that, in a world of limited resources, development and progress will proceed a different rates, even in areas where the differences are minimal
and societal values are more or less compatible. Given the convulsions of the three waves of disintegration previously mentioned, it seems likely the international system will continue to experience turmoil and be characterized by uncertainty and volatility as long as globalization remains on the advance. A retreat of globalization which causes a movement away from liberal political and economic norms and values would be turbulent as well. The evolutionary direction of the international system is profoundly relevant as it can either reinforce U.S. hegemony or significantly undermine it. The
United States cannot afford, economically or politically, foreign policies in which military force is the preponderant instrument employed to preserve an international system conducive to its interests and shape behaviors. The United States must develop and implement "smart" strategies that marshal the synergistic efforts of all elements of national power by managing threats to the stability of the international system, while simultaneously reinforcing its normative and institutional foundations.
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